often turn to the past to explain current social conditions, to comfort themselves, to build self-esteem, and to create cultural pride. What aspects of the past are remembered and how they are remembered and interpreted are important issues that allow us to see how public memory develops. Memories can serve individual or collective needs and can validate the holders' version of the past. In the public arena they can be embedded in power to serve the dominant culture by supporting existing social inequalities. It is common for subordinate groups explicitly or implicitly to challenge the dominant meanings of public memories and create new ones that suit their needs. Often, the success of these challenges is situational, depending upon context and social and political power.
In 1925 Maurice Halbwachs formally introduced the concept of memory in the creation of history. He remarked that a collective memory develops when individuals seek the testimony of others in order to "validate their interpretations of their own experiences, to provide independent confirmation (or refutation) of the content of their memories and thus confidence in their accuracy" (in Thelen 1989:1122). Other individuals are needed as a second reference in order to establish a frame of reference and to create recollection. People experience and remember or forget collectively, and they figure out how to interpret these experiences. They develop a collective memory by molding, shaping, and agreeing upon what to remember, although this process may not be always consciously planned. A collective memory becomes public when a group has the resources and power to promote a particular past. These histories mask or naturalize inequalities through material culture, such as memorials, museums, and the built landscape. Inequalities can be also promoted or challenged through commemoration ceremonies.
In archaeology some important works that critically evaluate the production of history include those written by Trigger (1989) , Leone et al. (1987) , and Shanks and Tilley (1987) . These works evaluate the management and use of prehistoric and historic resources. They view the production of historical consciousness as an outcome of the struggle between groups. I found the production of a collective memory intriguing when examining the development of the industrial town of Harpers Ferry, West Virginia (see Shackel 1994b Shackel , 1999 Shackel , 2000 ). For instance, until very recently, all of the town's histories written in the twentieth century stop documenting the town just after the Civil War era. It is easy to come away with the impression that the town reached its economic zenith in the 1850s and 1860s and that the town had virtually disappeared after the Civil War (Shackel 1996) . Almost all of these histories proclaim that Harpers Ferry should be remembered only because of its role in the surrender of 12,500 Union troops to Stonewall Jackson and the events that surround John Brown (except Gilbert 1984 Gilbert , 1999 . A historical archaeology of the town shows that it did survive and that it became a major regional industrial center until the 1920s. It thrives today as a tourist town (Shackel 1993 (Shackel , 2000 . Many of the people who remained in Harpers Ferry after the Great Depression had a working-class background that extended American Anthropologist 103(3):655-670. Copyright ? 2001, American Anthropological Association into the Victorian era as all of the industrial entrepreneurs were gone by the late 1930s. I think it is not an accident that Harpers Ferrians, mostly merchants and working-class families, ignored much of the town's Victorian industrial history. The postbellum industrial entrepreneurs who controlled the town's economy and labor opportunities were northerners and did little for Harpers Ferry's working-class families, except to take their rent money and extract their labor at very low wages. While the town had industrial success, people chose to forget their exploitation as well as their relatives' (Shackel 1994a ).
This phenomenon, masking a class or a group history when developing a collective memory, is well documented in other communities. For instance, in Lawrence, Massachusetts, Sider (1996: 48-83) describes a workers' history of resistance and strikes that has been repressed by community memory. In this mill community, the Strike of 1912, euphemistically called the "Bread and Roses Day," was branded by the Catholic Church as instigated by the most "unsavory immigrants" (quoted in Sider 1996:52) . Strike leaders were intimidated throughout their lives by supervisors and industrialists. Community leaders focused on the strike, rather than the working conditions that provided the rationale for the strike. More important, the testimony of the factory working conditions by a 14-year-old girl in front of Congress was also suppressed from historical consciousness (Cameron 1993 (Cameron , 1996 .
As these examples demonstrate, public memory is more a reflection of present political and social relations than a true reconstruction of the past. As present conditions change socially, politically, and ideologically, the collective memory of the past will also change. The control of a group's memory is often a question of power. Individuals and groups often struggle over the meaning of memory as the official memory is imposed by the power elite (Teski and Climo 1995:2 Recognizing various types of power is valuable when examining issues related to the creation of public memory, race, and the American landscape. Eric Wolf (1990) describes four modes of power: "the first is power as the capability of a person; the second is power as the ability of a person to impose upon another interpersonally; the third is tactical power which controls social settings; and the fourth is structural power, which allocates social labor" (in Little 1994:23). The first mode is what Miller and Tilley (1984) describe as "power to" and the remaining they call "power over." Contextualizing the use of power in relationship to public memory allows us to recognize the complexity of the use of power and its connections to public memory.
Many of the studies in public memory can be viewed within the context of tactical power, which controls social settings. The control over the uses and meanings of material culture, and the exercise of "power over," can be accomplished in several ways. Memory can be about (1) forgetting about or excluding an alternative past, (2) creating and reinforcing patriotism, and/or (3) developing a sense of nostalgia to legitimize a particular heritage. These categories serve as an organizational point to see the relationship between power and the construction of public memory. They allow us to see that objects and landscapes that historical archaeologists and public historians often view have different meanings to different people and groups at different times. These categories are not mutually exclusive. The public memory associated with highly visible objects is always being constructed, changed, and challenged, and at all times power and the challenge to power are situational. Below, I provide background and a case study for each category, all from a Civil War context and related to how landscapes reflect and reinforce the ideals of race and power through heritage and patriotism.
An Exclusionary Past
Elements of the past remembered in common, as well as elements of the past forgotten in common, are essential for group cohesion (Glassberg 1996:13) . While collective memory can be about forgetting a past, it often comes at the expense of a subordinate group. Those who are excluded may try to subvert the meaning of the past through alternative histories, or they may also strive for more representation in the form of a more pluralistic past. When Americans reflect on the traditional meanings associated with a collective national memory, it has focused on elites and traditional heroes. The perception of many is that American history is linear and straightforward. This uncomplicated story occurs only when we leave others out of the picture. This "sacred story with strong nationalist overtones ... derived much of its coherence from the groups it ignored or dismissed" (Leff 1995 Smith 1999) . There is the perception that the Civil War is all about loyalty to a cause, a sentiment that developed in the late nineteenth century that excluded African Americans from the Civil War story. It is a feeling that remains strong among many conservative scholars.
We often find that while accounts of ordinary people and subaltern groups do not necessarily find their way into official accounts, they can persist and create an alternative While Savage believes that there can only be one reading of the monument, I believe that the importance and significance of the Shaw memorial is that it can be read in various ways and different people will ascribe diverse meanings to it, depending upon the memory they have associated with the event. Saint-Gaudens created this statue in a racist era, and he used the white colonel to dominate the foreground of the memorial. He also gives African Americans significant representation in the memorial, a rare phenomenon for the era. The events of the civil rights movement of the mid-and late twentieth century, along with the Civil Rights Act, have given African Americans a greater representation in our public memory, and the Shaw memorial centennial celebration, backed by many prominent political and social figures, also helped to solidify and sanctify a new public meaning and memory of the memorial. For instance, the newspaper USA Today reported on the ceremonies, and it did not even mention Robert Gould Shaw when describing the memorial but, rather, only mentioned the 54th Massachusetts Infantry. No longer do public-funded institutions, like the National Park Service, speak only about the Robert Gould Shaw Memorial, but they now include the name of the 54th Massachusetts Infantry when referencing the monument. It is part of the dominant culture's changing view of the Civil War and its willingness to include African American history in the public memory of this country's heritage.
Commemoration and the Making of a Patriotic Past
Another way to control the past is to create a public memory that commemorates a patriotic past. The official expression is concerned with promoting and preserving the ideals of cultural leaders and authorities, developing social unity, and maintaining the status quo. Those in control of the official memory interpret the past and present reality in a way that helps to reduce competing interests (Bodner 1992:13). Government agencies have traditionally advanced the notion of "community of the nation while suppressing authentic local group memories and collective identities" (Glassberg 1996:12) . The goal of the official public memory is to produce obedient, patriotic citizens. In the 1950s and 1960s Americans looked for a unifying theme that could bring some peace and tranquility to the growing antagonism between races and regions. The era was marked by violence and grief as racial issues tugged at the fragile seams that held this nation together. For instance, in September 1962 more than a thousand angry whites rampaged across the University of Mississippi campus to protest the admission of the campus's first black student. President Kennedy sent several hundred federal marshals to protect the student. The mob killed two men, more than two dozen marshals were wounded, and 120 people were wounded amid considerable property damage (Cohodas 1997). These were not isolated incidents, but they were indicative of race relations at the time.
During this era of racial tensions, Civil War Round Ta Public memory can be viewed as tactical power that controls social settings. Competing groups ceaselessly battle to create and control the collective national memory of revered sacred sites and objects. Different group agendas often clash causing the established collective memories to be continuously in flux. Some subordinate groups can subvert the dominant memory, other groups compromise and become part of a multivocal history, while others fail to have their story remembered by the wider society. The tensions between and within groups who struggle for the control over the collective public memory is often situational and ongoing since the political stakes are high. Those who control the past have the ability to command the present and the future.
"Culture may be seen as memory in action as we live and enact our version of the real living world. Habitual ways of doing things are almost automatic, for we act as we have acted before, and ultimately as we have been taught to act" (Teski and Climo 1995:2). We learn through actual instruction and imitating patterns that we have observed as they surround us at all stages of life. Social actors actively know the way society operates and individuals act within a preexisting structure, or habitus (Bourdieu 1977; Giddens 1979). Habitus is the interaction between the unconscious and physical world that is learned and reinforced through interaction. Symbols play an important role in structuring relations of hierarchy and classification systems. Using past experience and the ability to read the meanings of objects allows one to accept or reject the use and meaning of the object and the creation of a particular past.
Material culture, in the form of statues, monuments, museums, artifacts, or landscapes, has some ascribed meaning-past and present-associated with it, and these meanings vary between individuals and interest groups. This material culture can be transformed into sacred objects when serving the goals and needs of any group. The three case studies presented above show how conflicting memories developed around the Heyward Shepherd Memorial, the Civil War Centennial and Manassas National Battlefield Park, and the Robert Gould Shaw Memorial. All of the case studies are about the situational use of power and the ability to use resources to control public memory. In none of these cases has a consensus been reached; rather, groups struggle to have their meaning become part of public history. In the case of the Heyward Shepherd Memorial groups like the UDC and the SCV, the NAACP, and the NPS are fighting over the control for the meaning of a particular past. In this case, NPS representatives placed the monument on display with an interpretive sign that provides some contextual information. A consensus was not reached between the different groups regarding a solution for redisplaying of the monument. The federal government imposed a solution and secured control over the interpretation of the monument. During the late 1950s and early 1960s, an era of great civil strife, the Civil War centennial commemorations became a vehicle to create the notion of obedience and loyalty to a cause. This message was reinforced through public displays and ceremonies. What became clear during these celebratory events was that African American issues played a subservient role to the larger issues of white reconciliation. At Manassas National Battlefield, as well as in many other national parks, African Americans have never had much of a voice at the national park. At the Robert Gould Shaw Memorial the African American community has been very successful in challenging the power of the meaning of the monument. The recent dedication has reaffirmed the power of the African American community and the meaning of the monument has become a memorial about the black soldiers rather than the white colonel. It is a monument that has become part an integral part of African American heritage related to the American Civil War.
In all of these case studies the power of the African Americans to assert themselves and become part of the official meaning varies significantly. While the civil rights movement and the Civil Rights Act allow blacks to gain some control over their official memory, it is important to look at the situational context of power. Blacks have had little power to claim representation at Manassas, a park that historically celebrated two Confederate victories. At Harpers Ferry, the NAACP struggles to gain control over the meaning of a UDC monument, although their efforts have not succeeded since they have had little political clout and they are fighting against an organization that has the backing of U.S. congressional leaders, like Senator Jesse Helms. In Boston, the presence of powerful black leaders like President Benjamin Payton of Tuskegee University, Professor Henry Louis Gates Jr. of the Du Bois Institute at Harvard University, and General Colin Powell gave legitimacy to the control of the meaning of the Shaw Memorial.
While there is always a strong movement to remove subordinate memories from our national collective memory, minority groups continually struggle to have their histories remembered. The clash over the control of public history occurs in some of the most visible places on the landscape, like national monuments and national parks. They are the arenas for negotiating meanings of the past (see for instance Linenthal 1993; Linenthal and Englehardt 1996; Lowenthal 1996) . The past is always in flux, with competing interests always trying to take control over the collective meaning. The meaning of the American landscape is continually being contested, constructed, and reconstructed.
Note

